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Background/Description of the District:
The Sonoma Valley Unified School District is a public preschool-12th
grade school district, centered in Sonoma, CA. It has 11 schools
within its responsibilities:
5 elementary schools, 2 middle schools, 2 high schools, and 2 K-8
charter schools. The District allows for Intra-district transfers as an
open process. Elementary schools do not simply have geographic
boundaries, but rather diﬀerent focus areas, for example, an
Immersion school for Spanish, and a “Community School”.
While enrollment varies, it was reported at 4,793 as this study began.
The English Learner population for the District is 33.1%, and the
Socioeconomically disadvantaged percentage is 62.1%. Hispanic
students make up more than half of the school-age population.
Foster Youth are a few, at 0.2% of the student population.
The population of student with disabilities at its last report counted
657 students, a 13.7% identification rate (compared to 10.9%
statewide). The range of disabilities reported, and their respective
percentages within the district are:
Autism
8.37%
Deaf
.15%
Emotional Disturbance
2.74%
Hard of Hearing
1.37%
Intellectual Disability
3.65%
Other Health Impaired
7.46%
Orthopedically Impaired
1.37%
Specific Learning Disability
55.55%
Speech/Language Impaired
19.02%
Traumatic Brain Injury
.15%
Visually Impaired
.15%
In addition, at the time of the visitation, there were 34 students being
assessed for eligibility. If all these students qualify as eligible for
services, there would be an identification rate of 14.41%. Further, as
the overall population drops, the percentage rises. The latest
Dashboard results reported enrollment of 3991, which would mean an
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identification rate of 16.46%, significantly higher than other districts.
One of the middle schools has a special education rate of 22%.
One report received from the District during this visit shows the
percentages of students currently identified with an IEP by grade
levels from grade 2-8:
Grade 2: 7.8%
Grade 3: 9.4%
Grade 4: 14.4%
Grade 5: 13.6%
Grade 6: 13.4%
Grade 7: 16.9%
Grade 8: 13.8%
As in many districts, the percentage of students identified with an IEP
jumps when the students need to move from “learning to read” to
“reading to learn”. Almost universally, this means that the
instructional focus on reading has not been as eﬀective as is needed
by the third grade.
A summary of information on suspensions from 2016/17 shows the
percentage rates for sites. The highest suspension rate percentage
reported was for Creekside High School at 18.4%. Altimira Middle
School rate was 10.2%; Adele Harrison Middle School was at 9.9%,
and Sonoma Valley High School was at 7.8%.
Data on English Learners shows only 10% at grade level or above,
with high percentages of students not achieving standards. A
concern expressed in interviews was over de facto segregation that
has occurred due to the intra-district transfer policy that allows any
parent to enroll in any school where there is room. The result appears
to be schools that are segregated.
An examination of test scores shows an overall/district-wide rate of
41% of students tested at or above level 3, the minimum expected.
Scores reported in ELA as at or above level 3 were:
third grade
32%
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fourth grade
fifth grade
sixth grade
seventh grade
eighth grade
eleventh grade

35%
41%
55%
43%
49%
49%

The SVUSD 2017-2018 Annual ELD Program Evaluation report based
on 2017 Dashboard data shows:
73.1% of SVUSD ELs made progress;
56 12th grade ELs graduated, an increase of 13.7%; and
the EL Suspension rate increased 0.6% to a status considered
“high” (or orange).
The California Department of Education just released a list of the
“bottom 5%” of schools in the state, and one elementary school in
SVUSD is on that list.
The continuum of special education services is available to students
from preschool to transition age, in classrooms and with a range of
delivery of services, depending on need. When necessary, home/
hospital or non-public school or agency services are provided.
Classrooms oﬀered are both “resource” classrooms and “Special Day
Classes”, with most students being served in their home school. The
SDC classrooms range from “moderate” through moderate/severe to
“severe” and are: 2 (SH) at Sonoma Valley High School, 1 (Mod/
severe, 6-8) at Altimira this year, 2 (Severe, TK-2 and 3-5) at Dunbar
Elementary, 1 (PreK- severe) at Flowery Elementary, 1 (TK-2,
moderate) at Sassarini, and 1 (3-5, moderate) at Prestwood. Five of
these are considered “SH” for “severely handicapped”; the others are
for students with moderate to severe disabilities. Most students in
special education in the District are not, therefore considered “SDC”
students, but rather “RSP” students.
According to the required “Personnel Data Report”, the special
education services are provided by a range of specialists, the largest
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number being teachers with special education credentials in both
Resource Specialist and Special Day Class settings, but also by
paraprofessionals including one-to-one staﬀ, counselors, physical
therapists, an occupational therapist, nurses, school psychologists,
speech and language specialists, behavior specialists, adaptive PE
providers, and work study specialists. Most are district employees,
but a growing number of staﬀ, especially speech and language
pathologists and school psychologists, are contracted providers.
There are eight departments district-wide to serve the pre-12 student
population:
Educational Services, Human Resources, Fiscal Services, Food
Services, Special Education/Student Services, Transportation,
Information Technology, and Maintenance and Operations.
This study was initiated to focus on Special Education, but was
determined to include the area of general education since special
education is to support and be a part of that larger general education
system.
In December, the Superintendent received the “Annual Determination
Notification for Local Education Agencies Under the Individuals with
Disabilities Education Act and Notification of Selection for Monitoring
Activities” from the California Department of Education (CDE) Special
Education Division. This letter notified the District of its status as
“Overall Needs Assistance” for three reasons: “Disproportionate”
results; “Noncompliant Records”, and “Performance Indicator
Review”. Each of these items will require specific activities to be
completed and monitored by the CDE. Results from CDE’s analysis
of disproportionality for 2018/19 are in process, but it appears from
notes from the district that they are disproportionate in both discipline
and LRE.
The CDE also has an overall accountability monitoring system which
is reported in a “Dashboard”. At the time of the visitation, the Fall
2017 results were available and showed the lowest category of
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scores for Students with Disabilities (SWDs) in suspension rate and
in both English Language Arts and Mathematics scores. English
Learners (ELs) also scored in the lowest category in mathematics.
Overall, student performance was lowest for Students with
Disabilities, and, for the area of Suspensions, is considered to be
“Very High” at 11.6%. English Language Arts scores were “very low”
and had declined from the prior year. This was true for math results
as well, for both categories of students (SWDs and ELs). The results
for “All students” were in the second lowest category, which is
considered underperforming.
Results as reported in the recently-released 2018 Dashboard
continue to show the District’s academic performance in both
English Language Arts and Mathematics in the orange, or second
lowest category overall with results in the red for Students with
Disabilities in both ELA and math, and in the red for EL students in
math. A third measure reported is “Prepared” for post-school, and
the results here are also reported as red for Students with Disabilities
and Hispanics.
“Treasures” is the adopted ELA curriculum, as of over 10 years ago.
“Bridges” is the adopted math curriculum. It includes Intervention
materials, but it was reported that there was no training on the
intervention materials; and that the training for all elementary Special
Education teachers was to attend the second grade session.
Because of this, most special education teachers don’t use any of the
adopted curriculum materials, but rather use older materials and
whatever they are comfortable with.
The District has experienced significant change over the last years,
including turnover of the entire District Oﬃce administration. All of
the major administrative positions at the District oﬃce have been
newly hired in just over a year, with the Business/Fiscal Services
director being the longest-serving of the administration, at just over
one year of service. A new Superintendent was hired, following a
5

year with an interim Superintendent; and other administrative staﬀ
began service just this school year, in July. In Special Education, that
followed the departure of both the Director and Special Education
Principal as of 7/1/18 as well. For Special Education, there is a
Director, Coordinator and two other certificated staﬀ focusing on
behavior and special Programs, as well as a person to provide
administrative/clerical support. An updated communication noted
that one of these latter-referenced staﬀ has left her position, and the
other is on H leave. There has been one Asst.Superintendent, 3
certificated coordinators: EL, Assessment, and Technology, and one
TOSA at the District level, but those positions are currently not filled.
Currently, there is one Assistant Superintendent and one Classified
Coordinator in the Curriculum Department, compared to earlier
staﬃng. Such change is generally diﬃcult for staﬀ, due to a lack of
continuity and direction, but it does/can also create a new
opportunity.
There have been significant other departures as well, with 47 other
staﬀ in special education having left since June, 2013, including
Speech providers, psychologists, and teachers, as well as
administrators. Resignations totaled 24 of that number.
Another recent change, beginning in the 2015-16 school year, was
the “take-back” of what have been County-Oﬃce-operated programs
for the programs serving some of the students with “severe”
disabilities. Now, those classrooms are operated as classes of the
District, and constitute the district’s “SH” or “Severely Handicapped”
program.
There is an Education Foundation established to support the schools.
The following is from their website, showing their mission:
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Educate. Enhance. Advance.
The mission of the Sonoma Valley Education Foundation is to enrich
the student experience by partnering with the Sonoma Valley Unified
School District as the primary fundraising and volunteer resource for
innovative programs. We focus on results and report to our donors
and community

History
The Sonoma Valley Education Foundationwas founded in 1993
by a group of concerned parents and community leaders. Since
that time, SVEF has invested over $15 million dollars into the
Sonoma Valley public schools. The Foundationplays a simple but
important role in the lives of students by funding specific, innovative
academic and enrichment programs that help students thrive
throughout their school years from Early Childhood Literacy to College
& Career Readiness.
There are also other Foundations and PTOs which uniquely support
sites.
Purpose of the Study:
The District asked for a review of the referral process, the special
education program, the continuum of services, how special education
services support general education, and how interventions support
the process. Regarding staﬃng, a review of the numbers of staﬀ and
the training needed for them, including support staﬀ, was requested.
Further review was requested related to the special education
budget, mental health services specifically, and the reasons for status
as requiring “Diﬀerentiated Assistance”. A review of the adopted
curriculum was also requested.
7

Observations of the Review:
This reviewer was able to visit almost every campus and meet with
selected individuals at each, as well as to have two sessions where
the public was invited to participate and share perspective and
questions. The next section will summarize the information gleaned
from those visitations and interviews.
An overall impression is of staﬀ being interested in improvement,
willing to work, committed to the students, and of being supportive of
each other. Interviews were generally positive, focused, and open.
Elementary Schools
The elementary sites, preschool through grade 5, have similar staﬃng
across the sites: site administrator, part-time elementary counselor,
general and special education teacher(s), “interventionist/EL
manager” instructional assistants, and assigned speech providers
and school psychologists. Concerns were shared about contracted
services (speech and school psychologists at some sites) expressed
as a strong preference to have “their own”staﬀ, committed to the
district, and more available than contractors currently are.
A sense of “being on their own” historically, without clear direction
from the District Oﬃce, was a concern raised across the sites.
Universal needs expressed on sites were for an updated, adopted
core curriculum with complementary adopted, consistent intervention
materials; and for consistent practices by the Intervention teachers,
which vary now; as well as for a coherent plan for behavioral supports
at each site, and mental health services where needed. Another need
expressed was for a universal referral process for student study
teams, and guidelines for all special education practices, to support
more eﬀective and consistent implementation. A rigorous,
thoughtfully-adopted professional development plan is further
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recognized as a universal need to support consistency in
practices and to support the eﬀective use of updated English
Language Arts core curriculum materials and supportive
interventions. The adopted math curriculum appears to have been
more universally trained, except in its intervention materials, which is
therefore recognized as a need to be provided and trained for. The
need for training in consistent, appropriate, standards-based goalwriting was also universally noted.
The implementation of special education services is impacted by
those deficits and diﬀerences. Diﬀerent special education teachers
use diﬀerent intervention and support materials. One result is high
referrals for special education assessments. Site instructional
practices tend to be oﬀered through Resource Specialists. Use of
curriculum and practices vary across individual teachers, making for
inconsistent implementation of core practices and curriculum.
Instructional Aide support is inconsistent, e.g., the high school
reports very few IAs, but there are many 1:1 Instructional Assistants.
The District operates Special Day Classes termed “severe”, meaning
they serve students with the disabilities that have been considered
“severe”, or with more demands requiring more service with a
specialist. Some students in those classes are not well-integrated
into site opportunities. There is not a consistent program to support
students with emotional or behavioral needs, although services are
provided in diﬀerent ways on diﬀerent sites.
Site visitations allowed this reviewer to see many of the diﬀerences in
sites. At elementary schools, one has an stablished “Professional
Learning Room” and uses a “Scholar Review Team” with a siteadopted referral form. The counselor at this site provides early
intervention services, which vary, depending on class and individual
student needs. Elementary counselors across the district have
adopted their own materials, indicating a lack of consistency in that
program, e.g.,. Social Stories and anti-bullying materials at this site.
One Site starts classes with a morning meeting, based on what staﬀ
learned in a “Restorative Culture’ training on trauma-informed
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practices. From that, each classroom has established a “Peace
Corner”. They have also received training on de-escalating
behaviors, use “Buddies”, and integrate “Mindfulness” and “Go
Noodle”, a “brain break”. The special education teacher provides
services in both a push-in and pull-out model. This teacher
specifically noted her support for “what’s going on in the classroom”,
but noted there isn’t an adopted special education curriculum and
also reported a lack of consistency in assessment data. She also
reported no curriculum to address social-emotional learning per se.
Another elementary site is considered a “Community School”, with
the longest-serving principal in the District, and has a FamilyResource
Center on site, and the site’s own Foundation support. That
Foundation has supported work from this site with Columbia
University Teacher’s College and has established a reading
curriculum. Like other sites, they do have an SST process, with forms
for referral.
Another of the elementary sites is a Spanish immersion site. An
additional staﬀ person here is a translator. The site is able to oﬀer an
extended learning program after school, paid for by their PTO. Their
SST process includes what they call a Family Support Team. The
curriculum (mostly Read Naturally in both languages) is used to
support a more extensive ELA/ELD skill development block.
Preschool and TK options vary at sites, too, including “SH” preschool
classes. Some are Foundation-supported. Head Start operates at
Flowery School.
Core curriculum and intervention materials vary. Diﬀerent teachers
reported using: “Seeing Stars”, Leveled Literacy Interventions,
Writers’ Workshop, a pilot for EL Students, after-school interventions,
Explode the Code, word families, phonemic awareness; art and
story-telling, “touchstones for memory”; Read Naturally; Estrillita for
K-1; “other old resources”,
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Read Live, Lexia, and Up the Ladder; in math: Bridges, relationships
with numbers, patterns, and one-to-one correspondence.
Each elementary site expressed similar needs: an adopted curriculum
and resources to support the delivery with interventions; clarity in the
expectations for the role of Resource Specialist/Special Education
teachers, especially for new staﬀ, and with planned staﬀ meetings;
eﬀective use of Instructional Assistants, including one-to-one IAs; a
desire for consistency across sites (e.g., in curriculum and
procedures); the need for a plan to address substitute needs; and
school psychologists who are district employees and part of the
team. Training needs were also described in writing standards-based
goals and the special education/IEP process; and, for general
education teachers, how to deliver both first best instruction and
interventions, as well as to support a positive attitude of inclusion.
A related need expressed concerns the role of an “Academic
Coordinator/EL Manager”. It appears that this role was initially
designed to help staﬀ use data to inform instruction, especially for
students who are below academic expectations in ELA and/or math.
However, this system, too, was reported as not having an adopted
curriculum or plan, and has not been consistently implemented or
supported with introduction/ expectations/ direction.
The curriculum need was the overwhelming sense of need from all.
An evidence-based tier 1 standard instruction with eﬀective tier 2
interventions which can be supported by coordinated special
education supports to those standards is needed. Consistent and
eﬀective training to implement the curriculum, oﬀered to all teachers,
needs to be part of that, with access to curriculum materials available
for every teacher.
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Middle Schools
The two middle school sites, Adele Harrison and Altimira Middle diﬀer
significantly.
Adele Harrison has 3 FTE special education teacher assignments in 4
diﬀerent teachers. Special Education services are provided primarily
in ELA and math, in a Learning Lab, using Read 180. Otherwise,
curriculum materials and guidance were reported as “non-existent”
for special education. Instructional Assistants are primarily used to
support some Inclusion opportunities. This site noted a lack of
consistency in testing and across teachers. Needs were expressed
for more collaboration time, time for case management and
preparation, as well as for training in the curriculum, how to address
dyslexia, on data collection and use, and training for IAs. It was
reported that students are not enrolled in the general education
history class in order to get a period of special education support, so
teachers are expected to address history within their time with each
student. The other major need expressed was for more supports for
students with behavioral/mental health/emotional needs, like an “ED
class or program” and/or more counseling. As at other sites, what is
included in “case management”, i.e., the expectations of the role, is
not clearly understood.
The Principal would like to see a more unified approach to the
programs at the two middle schools so students enter the high
school with similar preparation. The lack of consistency is once
again an identified problem.
Altimira Middle School has a population with 75-80% low SES,
creating a “unique divide” between the middle schools. Altimira’s
test results show that more than half the students are not reading at
grade level, with only 33% of incoming 6th graders at a proficient
level in ELA, and 12% in math. Most of its special education
population
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arrives already identified with IEPs, but the site does inconsistently
operate a Student Study Team, due to a “growing number” of SST
referrals. Attendance is reported as problem. Many EL Students are
failing in math. The site oﬀers before and after school math supports,
and uses Read 180, EdMark, Reader’s/Writers Workshop materials,
and TouchMath as interventions. Their population of students with an
IEP is very high, at 22-23%. The special education curriculum is not
aligned with the common core, meaning teachers use “whatever they
can” to try to reach students, including “mostly online resources” for
Social Studies. Study Skills classes are oﬀered. Co-teaching is nonexistent. Scheduling is reported to be built around identified needs,
initially based on 5th grade placement tests. The special education
teachers were described as needing significant support to be better
able to deliver eﬀective instruction and interventions. There are some
experienced, helpful aides on site. The Principal says what she
needs is many things: better communication, better training for
teachers, more tools for the teachers, curriculum and supports.
Teachers here asked for more time, consistency in processes,
protocols, case management, and timelines, and focused staﬀ
meetings that ensure a connection to the students.
High Schools
Sonoma Valley High School is the largest school of the District,
serving about 1300 students, about 16-20% of whom have IEPs.
Special education classes are provided in subject areas, with the
intent that students can earn credits toward graduation, i.e., content
area classes (beyond the more typical ELA and math) are taught by
Special Education teachers for students with IEPs. It was not clear
that the special education teachers do have the credentials in the
content areas required to be content teachers, e.g., Science teachers
with a credential specifically to teach science; but this practice has
helped students earn credits toward graduation by meeting district
graduation requirements. The site uses a Block schedule, includes
13

an Advisory period, and requires a Senior project for all students.
How the “Advisory” period is used was reported as “not consistent”
across teachers.
There are two SDC classes for “severe” students (i.e., those with
what are considered severely handicapping conditions) that are
primarily self-contained. Caseloads for resource teachers are capped
at 23, which is 5 fewer than Ed Code limitations for RSP programs.
However, many students with IEPs have more than half their day in
special education classes taught by diﬀerent special education
teachers, but are not considered “SDC” students. In both cases (SH
and non-SH), this results in less access to the general education
curriculum and to content area specialists, as defined by specific
credentials, e.g., Science. In the state monitoring system, this
practice results in disproportionality in “LRE”, the least restrictive
environment. The percentage of time in the general education
environment is (far) less than the goal of 80% set by CDE, and so the
district is considered disproportionate in LRE. (The District
reported106 lower than state targets for 2018.)
Teachers reported some “push-in” to the general education
classroom, but have no common planning time to ensure the most
eﬀective use of such time. Teachers choose which classes to push in
based on their caseload, rather than having a comprehensive look at
the needs of students in scheduling.
There are no “counseling-enriched” classes, but counseling is
available as are specific “ERMHS” services (“educationally-related
mental health services) for students with IEPs requiring it, most by
contracted services. Behavioral issues are evident in some students.
Also, an APE Teacher is available for those who need that service. A
Workability program is available for some students as well. If the
needs are greater than can be served on site, non-public school
placements are an option. Except for the Instructional Assistants
(IAs) on site for the SDCs, there are only two IAs to support the
students, which impacts integration and other support opportunities.
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Multiple needs were identified at the site by site personnel:
1. a program specifically to support students with emotional needs;
2. transition IEPs from 8th to 9th grades;
3. more co-teaching and push-in services in order to increase access
to the general education curriculum and content area teaching
specialists;
4.more support for Senior projects,
5. more interventions;
6. professional development on diﬀerentiating instruction;
7. the need for a common homework policy;
8. the need for an improved process in planning/ scheduling IEPs;
9. and a systemic process for the provision of Special Education
services and interventions.
Co-teaching was discussed as a good possible support, with the
recognition that it would require both planning time and a match
between teachers to help make it successful, as well as professional
development to support its implementation. Other input was the
need for Speech and Language and Social Communication support
for students on the spectrum.
The school has a new Principal this year. Discussion between the
Principal and teachers has resulted in a conversation about
reorganization and consideration of new, diﬀerent models, including
study skills to address the needs that can’t be met in a full class. It is
thought that the general education teachers need opportunities to be
able to provide interventions, and would like to see a “Zero period” or
eight-period day for more flexibility to include Study Skills, Academic
Language Development, etc. added so that students have more
elective opportunities during their day.
One high school teacher (in general education) came from a school in
Los Angeles which was an AVID Demonstration School with Inclusion
as a focus. She would like to see the Advisory revamped like that
school did successfully. She sees a need for Community Circles and
Restorative Practices like that school had as well.
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Creekside High School is the alternative/continuation high school
for the district. Three teachers support up to 60 students, with
“push-in” support by a 20% Special Education teacher for the
students with IEPs. The school psychologist works with the general
education teachers on strategies to support students. For students
with an IEP to enroll here, they need to meet criteria as creditdeficient and discuss a plan with their special education teacher/case
manager. They create a credit recovery plan and can attend summer
school. Students here can graduate, get a GED, or move on to an
Adult program at age 18. This school also has a new Principal. She
is considering adding options for school-avoidant students who
might need more socio-emotional supports, and is committed to
getting to consistency and eﬀective planning.
Representative Input from Visitations
Certificated Union Representation
This reviewer was provided with a document that was a list of issues
compiled by the Union, following a meeting 1/26/18 with the prior
Superintendent, Dr. Young and others, all of whom are no longer with
the district. The list is significant because so much of what has been
discussed in these interviews was of concern over a year ago as well:
Lack of availability of IEP-required SPED services; Substitute not
understanding or using curriculum well. Needs additional training/
support; Example of no one working with students during an
assigned time because the aide had been absent; no training/
coaching available to RSP substitutes; SpEd students not receiving
IEP services for the required time each week; Student RSP
schedules either not developed and/or not followed with many
minutes missing and not made up; a concern over the level (or lack)
of site and district coordination between (at that time) District oﬃce
personnel in addressing issues; need for more overlap/collaboration/
planning time; no apparent responsibility for managing or monitoring
aide time; concerns over specific students; no psychologist assigned
to Dunbar which delayed testing, resulting
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in missing testing results at scheduled IEP meetings; Not having
psychologist assessments completed has resulted in a student
having an “RTI assignment” until an IEP meeting could be held and
completed; a lack of materials available for interventions; a lack of
clarity on the expected practice before requesting testing and moving
toward creating an IEP; Problems with communication, ex: SpEd and
IEP information being left in or taped to an oﬃce mailbox for
extended time; district is out-of-compliance in meeting IEP goals at
all elementary sites.
In addition to reporting on the many concerns teachers had reported
about special education last year, the concern expressed was that
the turnover has led to a lack of leadership and consistency.
Also noted were two significant harms that year: the Sonoma County
fires occurred; and, the District received notice of projected
insolvency and therefore, a need to do budget cuts. The Union had
asked that cuts be kept as far from the classroom as possible, and
maintains that position still.
The need for consistency in an adopted Tier 1 curriculum and
intervention materials, with professional development and materials
to support the implementation was the expressed priority.

Classified Staﬀ
Needs expressed during this interview session included: “more help
in the classroom”: “more support from the district oﬃce”; more
communication from the District Oﬃce; more mental health resources
and trauma-informed-trained teams to work with students; more
training for them as IAs; better/more opportunities for communication
with the teacher whose class each serves, and for information on the
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child(ren) to be served, and what specifically to do to help, especially
at the beginning of the year or to begin a new assignment; the ability
to be present in IEPs when their input is requested; and more access
to resources, including a computer that works. A concern shared
was that a person hired through a private provider is “directing kids
diﬀerently from what the teacher directs.” This led to a
recommendation from them for consistency in rules and
expectations, and improved communications. One staﬀ person
reported that she is “learning to stay out of arm’s length to avoid
being hit by the student who also bites and kicks”, suggesting that
the private agency contracted is not meeting the needs for this
student to reduce that behavior.
One Instructional Assistant (IA) reported that she is constantly asked
to interpret, but is not paid for being an interpreter.
District oﬃce personnel reported on the diﬃculty of managing IA
assignments. There reportedly are not enough IAs hired for the
demand. One consequence is unfilled needs as delineated in IEPs;
another is having no substitute(s) for IAs when they are absent.
Appropriate training and “onboarding” is an ongoing need. Matching
skills with the needs of students has been imperfect; and
assignments need to be more closely monitored and managed for
success.
Parent/Community
Two in-person opportunities were provided for parents to provide
input during the visitation. Additionally, an email account was set up
so that further input could be provided. And, one parent approached
this reviewer and asked for a phone call to discuss what she has
learned in the District.
Parents presented questions on full inclusion, behavior, diploma
track, training, staﬃng, translations, case management, the impact of
18

the take back of the County classes, and emergencies. Parents
noted they were trying to put together a parent handbook to address
these questions, due to their sense that parents needed answers, in
English and Spanish.
The greatest concern expressed by parents was over communication,
in two specific ways. One was with them as parents: two reported
that they do not receive responses to emails in a timely manner and
do not get the information they need to ensure eﬀective collaborative
eﬀorts between themselves and the district, e.g., not having data
they need for planning for their child, including baseline test results.
The other concern expressed was for the need to have translators in
place for meetings and IEP notes.
Another communication concern expressed was between special
education teachers and the general education teachers who serve
their students, e.g., about needed accommodations (or other
information) as delineated in the IEP, and information available to a
substitute in the classroom to ensure the IEP is still met. On a similar
vein, they felt general education teachers need more training on what
an IEP is, and what their responsibilities are in relation to the IEP
when they serve that student in their general education class.
Another concern mentioned was the time it took to get an IEP
scheduled when requested. They asked for a definition of the role
and responsibilities of “case manager” and for who can serve as one.
At the second parent input session, one parent recognized the eﬀort
of the new administration to change and improve as a real
opportunity that can be used to help “get trust back”. They
acknowledged the many changes in the district as a whole, as well as
in special education. They, too, would like to see an adopted
curriculum for special education interventions, e.g. a structured
literacy program like Wilson/Slingerland or Winsor Learning, that
could address dyslexia. They support the concept of “case
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management” as one that needs to be universally understood and
implemented. They supported:
1. earlier interventions being provided in the general education
program;
2. training for both Instructional Assistants and teachers, including in
the use of data;
3. training on disabilities like dyslexia and autism;
4. training on appropriate behavioral supports;
5. training on the twice-exceptional student;
6. training for general education teachers on the use of
accommodations and modifications;
7. training on supports for ELs, including for Spanish-speaking
parents who need translations;
8. training on goal-writing and how to measure progress;
9. and training on procedures and guidelines. They also asked for
improved communication between district staﬀ and parents.
Another parent contacted this reviewer after the input sessions. She
is aware and appreciative of the opportunities for input from parents
and community, eg. for participation in Listening Circles and/or
Strategic Planning sessions. She shared a concern that participation
by parents is an issue, especially due to a lack of translators. An
additional concern she shared was over the introduction to special
education to parents new to the process, e.g, what happens at IEPs,
after meetings, etc. She reported that, at the CAC’s last meeting,
their most significant issue was about improving communication at
the school sites between administration and staﬀ, including aides, as
well as between special ed Teachers and district staﬀ. She added
that the many parents, including Spanish-speaking parents, focused
on equity: translators, parent participation, with ELL especially ; and
on secondary transitions. She believes elementary transitions to
middle school are also an issue. She sees a need for team-building
for district and site staﬀ, and a need for district-wide coordination.
A parent also reported on the lack of training for bus drivers and
subs, leading to problems. There is an awareness that special
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education teachers, by their own admission, use “several diﬀerent
things” for curriculum resources, none of them a good common core
adoption, or specific to addressing dyslexia. Similarly, parents had
concerns about the inconsistent implementation of behavior
supports, and lack of training on behavior supports with staﬀ. One
parent noted that there is a significant divide between rich and poor,
white and brown, and that it “has been that way forever” in Sonoma.
Related Service Providers: School Psychologists/OT/SLPs:
The most significant issue expressed by school psychologists is over
the fact that several of those who serve the district are by contract
rather than employees who are committed to the district. They
recognize that salaries are an issue, especially the beginning salary,
but their concern is the impact that has on the program and the
delivery of services in a consistent way, with the same expectations.
Staﬀ feel that they are given an additional burden by being the
conduit or interpreter for others and for having to provide frequent
and ongoing orientation details to contractors. They regret the loss of
what had been a team of colleagues when all were district staﬀ. They
also reported the need for district support, e.g., in scheduling IEPs.
The OTs serve at 4 diﬀerent sites each, and reported that “every site
does things diﬀerently”. Forms are not consistent, e.g., for SST
referrals; and processes are diﬀerent at each site. Therefore, the
expectations for responsibilities also vary by site. Other diﬀerences
noted by sites were attendance of general education teachers at IEP
meetings, and the quality of dialogue between general ed and special
ed teachers. Specific to the issue of the take-back of the “County
programs”, this person felt the district was ill-prepared, including in
staﬃng. Further, this person and others reported how segregated the
classes still are. This was a sense reiterated by several others, too, of
“us vs them”.
The Speech and Language Pathologists called their job
“overwhelming” and expressed concerns over people not knowing
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what procedures to follow or how to “case manage”. They, too,
shared concerns over every site doing things diﬀerently.
The greatest need expressed in this group, too, beyond staﬃng, is as
mentioned in every other visit: the need for consistent curriculum for
instruction and intervention.
The issue of pay was seen as an issue for school psychologists,
SLPs, OTs and PT.
District Oﬃce personnel were universally vocal about the need for
improvement and their commitment to help make that happen, and
are seeking avenues to make changes.
The Superintendent has asked “Where can we learn and grow
together? and see high-functioning Special Education departments
and instruction?”; “How do we unpack and rebuild special
education?”
The current Superintendent was hired and has replaced some of the
District Oﬃce positions (of those that were cut or where people
resigned or retired), as of 7/1/18, meaning that almost everyone in
leadership is new to the district. She is hopeful that things are
looking better, but acknowledges that the issues remain and have to
be addressed. She, too, supports the need for consistency by
adopting a Tier 1 curriculum, with professional development and
materials to support the implementation, to include training for
Instructional Assistants, especially at “onboarding” so each new
person can be more helpful and successful.
The Assistant Superintendent for C&I described the curriculum
adoptions in place. For English Language Arts, Treasures was
adopted, but over 10 years ago, before most of the changes at the
state level were adopted to support common core state standards. It
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was reported that training did occur at the time of adoption for staﬀ in
general education, but not for special education teachers, and that no
training was provided for interventions or any alternative special
education support curriculum or materials. In Math, Bridges was
adopted, and training provided, but not in the Interventions that are
part of the curriculum. The district recognizes that next generation
science standards have been adopted statewide, and that health
adoptions are also in process, at the state level.
She, too, has acknowledged the need for a more cohesive plan and
adoption of a standards-based ELA curriculum, with interventions
and a supportive special education curriculum aligned to it. She also
described the need for after-school interventions and for equity in
opportunity. Given a district-wide foundation as well as site
foundation supports, the diﬀerences in opportunities should be
addressed.
Currently, the district sites oﬀer a panoply of curriculum options for
Tier 1 instruction and for interventions, and addressing these
disparities is seen as the needed work of this Curriculum Department.
These include Treasures for ELA and Bridges for math. For various
reasons, all current teachers have not received the training needed to
support the delivery of the curricula or the associated intervention
materials. Similarly, materials to address Socio-emotional Learning
and Behavior Support needs are also currently addressed diﬀerently
by sites, and would benefit from a similar adoption and training. Prior
to this new administration, there has not been consistent leadership
at the top, nor have here been clear expectations or accountability.
Site staﬀ have tried their individual bests and are clearly committed
and hard-working, but they need a District-led direction and support
to do the necessary job.
District staﬀ also recognize the need for standardized systems and
procedures across the district, e.g., for a Student Study Team
process, with district-wide forms and planned interventions for the
23

various academic and behavioral needs that create reasons for
referrals; for guidelines for instructional delivery and interventions,
and definitions of responsibilities for diﬀerent positions, e.g., case
managers.
District Oﬃce staﬀ specific to Special Education included 5 people at
the time of the study, one of whom has resigned. All have been new
to their positions this school year but the Special Education
Technician. Others are a Director, one a Coordinator, and 2 are
Special Education Specialists, with diﬀering assignments. Those
assignments have changed this year and are in transition.
The Director of Special Education provided this partial list of primary
responsibilities:
Psych support and meetings
Budget
Technical Assistance
Elementary Program oversight
Legal Supports
Certificated staﬃng/evaluations
CDE Compliance
Principal support
High level staﬃng plans
Legal guidance; staying current
Complaints/ Due process/ADR SEAC/ Parent Training
Contracts/ISAs
Needs assessments
IEE Requests
Training/PD
Strategic Program Planning and Design/Research best practice
Meetings and support: staﬀ, district, elementary, secondary,
leadership, principals, OT, APE, et al.
Curriculum Planning, pre-K-12 (mild, mod, severe)
Diﬃcult, contentious, complicated IEPs with attorneys/ Settlements
Professional Development Planning and Implementation
Required state Data collection and analysis, monitoring and reporting
The Coordinator’s responsibilities were listed as:
Site-based ERMHS
Special Education Transportation
Speech and staﬀ meetings and support (elementary, secondary)
Preschool program supervision, oversight, and collaboration,
Contentious IEPs
Evaluations
Meetings: district admin, Program Managers, SELPA Steering
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ELs in Special Education
ProACT
Collaboration
Facilitating IEPs
Specialized medical conditions/needs;
DHH/VI guidance and oversight Professional Development training/
Legal guidance
LEA meetings
Oversight of PT, secondary programs, and Special Day Class/Special
Ed Specialists;
Translation and community outreach
NPS / County / RTC placements/collaboration
Intake team coordination;
Transportation
Site Technical Support & Teacher Coaching;
IEP Development/ Coaching
Coordination of parent education
Some complicated IEP support
Both Director and Coordinator appear to be very dedicated and hardworking, as well as experienced and prepared to tackle the hard work
demanded in special education, but overwhelmed with the many
demands of the program, much of which appear to be due to lack of
consistency in oﬀerings and changes in leadership over the last
multiple years.
The Special Education Technician’s role includes many complex
tasks, including:
SEIS, the IEP management system CASEMIS
Files / Paperwork
ISAs
Ordering
LEA Billing
Medi-cal / MAA
Contracts
One Special Education Specialist has been assigned to work with the
Special Day Classes, full inclusion, and Non-Public School
Placements. There are 5 SDCs considered “SH” (preschool- HS)
and 2 considered “moderate/severe” (elementary). This person is not
an administrator, so each of the Principals are responsible for site
administration of those classes. Three of the teachers of these SDCs
are interns, and are reported to require a lot of support, including
training and curriculum. The manager chairs the IEPs for these
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classes, manages the paperwork for the IEPs, and helps prep the
teachers for the process. She noted concerns over the lack of
opportunity for inclusion, especially at the preschool level and about
the inadequacy of the facilities for these classes.
Th other Special Ed Specialist has functioned as a behaviorist and
has been managing the IAs’ assignments and training supports. She
reported that the district had attempted to implement BEST trainings
and systems, but it wasn’t adequately supported, trained, or
implemented. Examples of trainings she believes are needed are in:
BEST, prompting, behavior strategies, de-escalation strategies,
eligibility categories, inclusion, and supports for Autism Evidence
Based Practices. She also expressed concerns about the
lack of inclusion, and reported that factors exacerbating that lack
include: the use of 1:1 IAs, the culture of the schools, resistance at
sites to inclusion because of the additional demands from IEPs and
due to teacher perceptions, and a lack of systemic organization to
provide the leadership to eﬀect change and improvement.
The district level staﬃng compares to others of similar size as
comparatively understaﬀed, recognizing that districts use diﬀerent
titled positions to support special education delivery, and that not all
districts operate classes for those with severe disabilities. For
example, districts use TOSAs, head school psychologists, program
specialists (who may be administrators or not, depending on the
district), counselors, and others, and then assign them based on the
needs across the district and other staﬃng supports. For example, if
the Curriculum and Instruction Department of a district has someone
assigned to primarily support curriculum development and
implementation for early intervention and special education as part of
their assignment, it wouldn’t be needed specifically in the special
education department. But if not, special education absolutely needs
to have a role in that development, especially when there is also an
alternate curriculum/SH program. SH programs need to have a
particular focus because the needs of the students are more intense
than any others, and across the implementation details, from
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alternate curriculum options, to behavior supports, managing IAs,
especially 1:1 IAs, and supporting the teachers and the IEP process.
Viewing districts of similar size (4008-4794 ADA over 5-10 sites, 10
being SVUSD) and their comparative district-level special education
supports, as well as whether or not they operate SH classes, Sonoma
shows less staﬀ dedicated to special education. Most do not operate
severe programs. Instead, students attend County or regional
programs. Other districts had more Program manager support, and/
or more TOSAs, and/or more psychologists, ERMHS counselors,
Behaviorists, and clerical support.
Special Education Staﬃng
The District reports diﬃculty not only in hiring Speech and Language
Specialists and School Psychologists, but also Instructional
Assistants. Three IAs resigned in December, exacerbating the
situation. It is diﬃcult to find substitutes in the Valley.
A recent report noted that the person hired as “behaviorist” also just
resigned, creating another void in service that the District must
immediately address. The District is advertising for a temporary
Inclusion Specialist in the interim. Some discussion was held about
the fact that there have been 4 staﬀ to support Special education at
the district level and the question of whether this was enough or
adequate.
The reliance on contracted staﬀ was recognized as an area of
concern by both district oﬃce and site staﬀ. Staﬀ reported feeling
that contractors are not as committed or available - or flexible - to be
what is needed to really help at sites. Teacher and other staﬀ
recruitment and retention were mentioned as problems at every site.
Special education teachers are available for all the positions in the
district, but many are interns, and need significant support and
training ( a need recognized for most interns in the state, especially in
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special education.) Teachers biggest reported concerns were over
the lack of appropriate curriculum-based training and materials, as
well as in goal-writing.
Professional Development is needed to address the many curriculum
and behavioral supports needed for eﬀective change.
Professional Development
Throughout this study, a need for professional development to
support teachers in the delivery of a standards-based curriculum has
been evident. Training for Instructional Assistants was also seen as a
significant need. The District has just purchased an online training
program which allows for basic training in various modules and is
already being implemented to support the various needs for the
aides, based on the needs of the students with whom they work. The
flexibility of such an option seems most appropriate for now, given
the range of needs.
As the District works through an adoption for an updated and
standards-based curriculum with intervention materials, the need for
professional development to implement the curriculum is understood
to be a necessary factor in implementation, for all teachers. In the
interim, the special education teachers need support in
understanding how to address standards, from the goal-writing
section of the IEP to use of supportive materials to reach those
standards. Further, they need support with adopted materials, even if
at an interim while the district addresses the big picture needs.
Communication
Communication was an issue brought up at most sites, and by
parents during their sessions. Specifically, the district email is set up
for open communication, but personnel have to have time to do their
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jobs and to be responsive to emails. Staﬀ and parents reported
frustration with not enough or timely communication as well as for
responses. There isn’t a consistent messaging system; and there
haven’t been consistent teachers’ or other providers’ meetings.
The need for written procedures and guidelines was also evident,
e.g., a binder with policies, practices, procedures, forms, job
descriptions/expectations, etc. Communication would be enhanced
by that and would also be addressed by consistent, planned
meetings with information-sharing.
Special Education Fiscal Issues
This reviewer met with Bruce Abbot at the District Business Services
during the visitation, and contacted Deborah Malone-Larson at
Sonoma County SELPA in order to get information on the SELPA
Allocation Plan and details that would help with this study. Both
Bruce and Deborah provided several spreadsheets and information
pages which are intended to help the District better understand the
revenues and allocations, over time, including relative to the “takeback” of four County-operated SDCs a few years ago.
One of the sheets Bruce presented is titled “Special Education
Expense and Contribution Link to Unrestricted Funds” which is from
a presentation to the School Board in Spring, 2018. For special
education, it shows 2016/17 actuals at $10,031,013, which has
required growth in the Local General Fund contribution to over $7
million in 2016/17, despite the take-back of the County-operated
programs. Like for SVUSD, statewide, the growth in a district’s share
of costs to support expenses in special education has continued to
grow, for several reasons: state funding has stayed flat for special
education since 2007 and the start of the LCFF; the federal share of
contributions has also remained flat; expenses have increased,
particularly as more students with more significant needs are
identified, requiring services; and the proportion of students with
disabilities has grown faster than the overall growth in all students.
The current statewide average of general fund contributions to the
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special education budget (depending on how districts report their
expenses as well) is now about 65-70% of the costs of the services
coming from the general fund.
For SVUSD, as noted in that report, there is a drop in the costs of
“Services and other operating expenditures”, which would have
included costs for the County programs, but a comparative growth in
staﬃng costs over time as the District hired its own staﬀ to run those
classes. A review of personnel costs over that time period shows
growth in teachers’ salaries, pupil support staﬀ salaries, supervisors’
salaries and instructional aides’ salaries and corresponding benefits.
Of note is the decrease in costs to the County, which show up
primarily over two years: SCOE Special Ed costs in 2013/14 were
$2,803,020, in 2014/15 were $1,929,250, and in 2015/16 had
dropped to $889,570. Those costs have continued to drop and were
reported at $656,716 in 2017/18. Information from the SELPA shows
the drop for fees in service as follows, due to the number of students
served:
Year
2012-13
2013-14
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19

Students 6-22
65.67
72.67
46.20
18
12.5
15
14

Preschool Aut Preschool Cost
17.25
2.75
$2.4million
17.75
$2.8million
10.5
$1.9 m
4.75
$887,000
2.5
$615,000
$630,000
$598,500

This chart indicates that the number of days charged for students
from preschool up, served by the County in 2012-13 was a total of
85.67. This number has been reduced to 14 for this projected year.
However, a growth in overall costs has surpassed the savings. The
spread sheet referenced above shows growth in expenses from
2013/14 to 2017/18 in multiple categories:
1110 Teacher salaries $1,940,430 to $2,633,793 - a diﬀerence of
$693,363
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1130 Teachers salaries $$22,875 to $$101, 645 - diﬀerence of
$78,770
1140 Teacher substitutes $41,862 to $169,001 - a diﬀerence of
$127,139
1200 Certificated Pupil Support $$386,355 to $543,422 - a diﬀerence
of $157,067
1300 Certificated Supervisors $145,380 to $240,328 - a diﬀerence of
$94,948
2110 Instructional Aide salaries $758,660 to $1,316,233 - a diﬀerence
of $557,573
2130 Instructional Aides - E $2,153 to $32,078 - a diﬀerence of
$29,925
2210 Classified Pupil Support $184,777 to $271,360 - a diﬀerence of
$867,583
2230 Classified Pupil Support $14,081 to $26,394 - a diﬀerence of
$12,313
2410 Clerical and oﬃce $39,001 to $60,559 - a diﬀerence of $21,558
3101-3922 Benefits $1,334,778.14 to $2,541,720.08, a diﬀerence of
$1,206,941.94
The comparative growth in revenues from 2013/14 to 2017/18 is from
$8,643,354.80 to $9,707,445.93. One significant drop there is in
property taxes, from $1,066.083 to $323,098. A significant increase,
though, is reported in “Special Ed- discretionary”, going from $18,783
to $287,412.
This detail is noted because of the question asked for this study
about the “costs of the SH classes returned from SCOE”. As one can
see, the additional costs in benefits alone have surpassed the growth
in revenue. Each of the other items above can be looked at as
elements in the changing costs. Some are to be expected, e.g.,
teacher and aide costs should go up for additional classes and the
staﬀ required to serve them. But the growth in teacher substitute
costs cannot be attributed to the change in County programs. An
analysis of which staﬀ are absent from which programs would help
determine the why in this growth. Similarly, the growth in cost for
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aides cannot be attributed alone to the take back in County
programs. It was noted that there has been a significant increase in
the request for (and hiring of) one-to-one aides, and this likely is the
greatest impact in this category. Non-public school expenses also
grew from $399,424 to $791,431, but nonpublic agency costs
decreased from $221,328.40 to $118,921.80. Depending on the
assignments of staﬀ hired as in above growth, some of that expense
may be due to replacements for NPA services. An actual analysis of
which staﬀ in and out where can help determine those specifics.
The information supplied by Deborah Malone-Larson from the SELPA
is attached in Appendix A. She also notes that the entire SELPA
Allocation plan is on the SELPA website. Those notes describe the
SELPA funding, which does have several services provided at a
regional/SELPA level, e.g., the services for students with low
incidence disabilities and SELPA functions. Costs for services
provided by the County are described and the costs for placements
in County-operated programs is shown at $42,750/student, preschool
through age 22, regardless of placement.
To define what costs the District has incurred by taking over the
County classes, in comparison to the costs for County placements,
one will first need to include the current costs of salaries and benefits
for staﬀ for those classes (teachers, aides) as well as the support
personnel to manage those programs. That total can then be
compared to the cost of the number of students served in those
classes multiplied by $42,750. For example, 85.67 students (the
number reported at the beginning of this section) @ $42,750 would
currently be billed $3,662,392.50. Even with the growth in costs for
benefits and pensions, this amount is higher than the District is
currently spending on these classes, resulting in a comparative
savings.
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Recommendations
Related to Instruction, Curriculum and Service Delivery:
1. The first and most important recognition district-wide is for the
need for a consistent, adopted curriculum in both English
Language Arts and math with the professional development for all
teachers to be able to adequately support it at the instructional and
intervention levels. The District Intervention teachers’ services and
delivery needs to be consistent. Similarly, the Special Education
teachers’ services and delivery need to be from consistent, Districtadopted options, although with acknowledgement that some
students with more significant (SH) needs require an alternate
curriculum opportunity. Training needs to include what is required for
students to meet academic expectations/standards, and needs to be
oﬀered to all staﬀ who serve students. The current curriculum
materials approved now by the State Board of Education include
instruction, intervention and support materials, including technology,
as well as how to deliver the standards, and so should be researched
as to the best option for SVUSD students, including both EL and
Special Education intervention materials. The corresponding training
also needs to include the use of intervention and supplemental
materials for all students, including SWDs and ELLs. This District
needs to adopt and standardize the curriculum, with a training plan,
for all teachers. One cannot “fix” special education without “fixing”
general education, so this must be systemic and district-wide.
2. To ensure fidelity in implementation, administrators need to be
well-versed in progress monitoring and how to support teachers in
the delivery of the curriculum, in both general education and special
education. Principals need to be familiar with their data and how to
use it. Professional Learning Communities are recommended to
support eﬀective implementation as a support to Principals in such
consistency and delivery.
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3. With that adoption must come a professional development plan
that oﬀers training in the delivery of the materials at first instruction
and intervention levels. That training needs to be required for all
teachers and provided to Instructional Aides where appropriate. To
support that general education curriculum adoption, a standard set of
oﬀerings from special education teachers needs also to be adopted
and implemented district-wide. The District would benefit specifically
from training in the systemic supports for instructional and behavioral
delivery, i.e., how to implement a Multi-Tiered System of Supports
that includes eﬀective instruction, strategic interventions, and
behavioral and social-emotional supports, e.g through PBIS systems
like BEST.
4. The need for a consistent curriculum set of options for special
education is seen as an immediate need. In math, not all special
education teachers have been trained in Bridges and its interventions,
and do not have the materials to oﬀer the curriculum across their
grade levels. These materials should be purchased and training
provided in their eﬀective implementation. Similarly for ELA,
intervention materials need to be consistent and available, with
training provided. It is this reviewer’s understanding that the
previously-used LLI materials are being considered as a stopgap
measure to begin a standardized implementation, along with a
phonics support, like SIPPS. Every teacher should have standard
materials and training to support it, as the District embarks on a more
full study and pilot to improve.Ultimately, Special Education
curricular materials need to be available and based on the
adopted curriculum and interventions so that instruction
supports the core expectations for all students, and is delivered
in an integrated, cohesive and coherent manner.
See also Appendix B for state-level resources regarding curriculum
and instruction.
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Related specifically to addressing the issue of Diﬀerentiated
Assistance:
5. In recognition of the status of the district as requiring “DA”,
Diﬀerentiated Assistance, a focus on improving test scores for ELs
and SWDs should be a priority. A focus on core-adopted materials
based on those standards which are measured in that accountability
system will help teachers have the tools, and then get the training to
support students in a more eﬀective instruction and intervention plan.
To move a district from DA status, one needs to be aware of the areas
of demonstrated need for intervention. In this district, it is for
academics for the SWDs and for ELs. Through eﬀective use of
standards-based curriculum and interventions, by a trained staﬀ, with
materials to support that delivery, the focus at each site can improve
these scores.
6. California has embarked on a new “Statewide System of Support”
and has funded County Oﬃces and SELPAs to provide
diﬀerentiated assistance to address all the areas identified as
needing assistance. Because this is to be provided by those entities,
communication about what they can oﬀer to SVUSD should be
explored, in order to maximize resources and to be able to use local
funds for other needs. Other regional consortia opportunities may
also work collectively to address this need. County and SELPA leads
have been identified statewide, and SELPA content leads statewide
have just been identified this week. Their job is to help your County
Oﬃce and SELPA provide supports to you.
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Related to District Level Administration and Supports
7. A District-level Curriculum Committee should explore options,
determine a pilot or two, pilot and adopt, with supplementary
materials and training. Explore http://www.cde.ca.gov/ci/cr/cf/introplsearch.asp , the site at the CDE website for adopted curricular
materials. In addition to Amplify, other publishers have materials to
explore: Benchmark Education, College Board:Spring Board, EMC
Publishing, Houghton Miﬄin Harcourt, McGraw Hill, National
Geographic Learning/Cengage Learning, Pearson, and Scholastic.
All also have supplemental materials for ELLs and Students with
Disabilities.
8. Such a process should be supported by a leader in curriculum
who knows about the standards in general education as
well as the additional needs of students who are English learners and
students with disabilities. The district is initiating a process to
determine essential standards and pilot a new ELA curriculum to
address these needs. The person put in charge of this should be able
to address the needs of all learners in this quest, including with a
focus on the supplemental materials to support all students, as well
as with an alternate curriculum when that need exists, and to be able
to address the needs from preschool through Transition. That
position should be supported by a Special Education manager
focused on special education curriculum needs as part of that pilot.
9. A district’s referral process specifically is one that relies on special
education as a solution when there is not another viable solution
locally. Standardizing the roles of the Interventionists,
counselors, and the SST process to know what services to oﬀer
when, before referring to special education, will help.
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Relative to district-level Special Education Administration and
supports
10. Every district is required to oﬀer a full continuum of services in
Special Education, or contract for what it cannot or doesn’t directly
provide. The first service is within general education, to provide a
core curriculum and access to general education peers. Within a
typical district, special education services then includes the provision
of supports from credentialed special education teachers based on
the IEPs of students as the most common service, whether in a
“Resource classroom”, “Learning Center” or Special Day Class for
students who require more than half of their day with specialized
instruction. Teachers are to be provided with Instructional Assistant
support (at an average across a SELPA of 5 hours/day/teacher).
Required “Related services” include Speech and Language services,
occupational and physical therapy, mental health services,
interpreters, services for any of the “low incidence” disabilities
(blindness/visually impaired, deaf/hard-of-hearing, and
orthopedically-impaired), etc., as determined by each student’s IEP
team. In addition, specialized services may be necessary depending
on identified populations, e.g., a class or program that oﬀers mental
health supports to students with emotional disturbance. When a
district does not have the needed service or program, the district is
required to arrange for it, usually through contracted services,
including the use of nonpublic schools and agencies. Such services
can be specialists who provide a service (e.g., orientation and
mobility for a student who is blind) or supports through a non-public
agency (e.g., behavioral supports for students with autism or
emotional disturbance) or a non-public school when a whole day
program is needed. This continuum needs to be assured locally
and/or in partnerships and contracts, and must be based on the
needs of the students as identified in their IEPs.
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Serving students with mental health needs as part of the
continuum
11. The greatest need expressed to address this continuum was in
the area of socio-emotional/mental health supports, including an
opportunity for a class or program. This is an area where what is
needed are earlier interventions, consistently practiced across
schools through use of the counselors and interventionists, as well as
in the SST process. In a system where students receive earlier
interventions, their needs can be addressed sooner and avoid the
need for greater services later. This district has elementary
counselors at every site, and should address the concerns with an
adopted set of options in materials and resources, and implement
interventions with focus. Then, when students with IEPs still need
more intensive services, those can be focused through the use of the
ERMHS funds to directly support individuals and classes with specific
emotional supports.
12. The District does receive “ERMHS” funds for students with IEPs,
and has prioritized counselors as personnel at each site for the
general education population. Having counselors allows for prereferral interventions and should be better standardized and
supported. The ERMHS funds ($166,220 this year) are now used for
some part time contractors for counseling at the middle and high
schools, some for psychologist and counselor salaries, and clerical
($300), and contract salaries. ERMHS funds are limited to services
for special education students. If the school psychs have the
responsibility to provide the ERMHS, these funds can be used to
support more psychologist time, rather than contractors. Those
ERMHS funds should be specifically used to provide mental
health interventions by appropriate staﬀ, and if possible, by
District staﬀ rather than contracted staﬀ. They can also be used
to support mental health staﬀ for an ED class or program.
A recent publication, downloadable and free, is from The National
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Commission on Social Emotional, and Academic Development,
through the Aspen Institute, and supported by a host of national
organizations: “From a Nation at Risk to A Nation of Hope”. It is
available through www.NatyionAtHope.org, along with three other
reports on learning, and can be a resource in such an eﬀort.
Related to Serving Students with “moderate disabilities”
13. Concern that students with “moderate” disabilities were
inadequately served suggests the need to address that group of
students as well. Supports in particular for behavior, whether
due to autism or Emotionally Disturbed status, were also noted.
The District should therefore address these three areas to assure
the full continuum is
available. This will require a determination of the number of students
with ED as their primary disability, and whose needs are significant for
socio-emotional supports, the ages and grades of those students,
and if that justifies a class or classes, and if so, where to house such
a class. How to use ERMHS funds most eﬃciently to support this
needs to be part of that discussion. The students with “moderate”
disabilities are seen as those for whom inclusion in the general
curriculum is still too much of a stretch for their success there, and
so, the curriculum and supports they need should be provided
through both an adopted curriculum and training for teachers to
deliver it. And, the issue of behavioral supports should also be a
district-wide conversation and plan to ensure that universal practices
and interventions are consistently in place first, with tiered
interventions determined and provided based on needs. (See
pbis.org for multiple resources on this.)
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Communication as part of the District level administration of
Special Education:

14. Two areas of concern were over Communication and
Consistency. As progress is made in training and materials
determinations, one necessary step will be to communicate more
thoroughly with staﬀ and parents the progress being made. Planned
and consistent meetings with staﬀ in job-alike meetings and with
parents through your local CAC, will help with both informationsharing and opportunities for supported training.
15. The development of a District-level procedural handbook with
guidelines and expectations, including about role definition, e.g.,
case management, will help address both needs. Procedural
Guidelines can provide all basic, required information, from a clear
discussion of values and beliefs as a system, with expectations by
grade levels, from preschool entry through discipline plans. It would
include information about Intervention procedures and SST meetings,
as well as the referral process for special education and procedures
related to all those processes. Forms for SST referrals, IEPs, etc.
should be included. The lack of consistency in practice should be
addressed by standardizing and making clear expectations. A first
step for that is to develop a Special Education handbook, in
conjunction with the District Information (whether that be
“Procedures”, “Guidelines”, or a “handbook”). Two sites did present
draft forms for SST referrals, so there are drafts available, but this
should be standardized. The District has been provided with
resources on this from other SELPAs and districts.
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Relative to Professional Development beyond the Curriculum
16. Professional development on how to write SMART goals to
support that delivery of instructional services needs to be provided.
As core standard expectations are better understood, the issue of
appropriate goal development can be better addressed. Academic
goals need to be written to standards in order to help students reach
expectations. Every special education teacher should know how
to write standards-based goals, how to monitor for progress,
and how to update goals as needed. Professional development
to address this need needs to be provided for all special
education teachers. The SEIS system was designed to include core
standards, so with proper training, this can be a resource within this
training plan.
17. On a site where students with IEPs are enrolled in general
education classes but need special education support to be
successful in their program, there are various ways that can be
enhanced. One is to support IAs in what is required of them to
support success in the general education classrooms. Another is to
support collaborative co-teaching between special education and
general education teachers.
Relative to Secondary student needs
18. As the high school examines its delivery, the process should
start with a review of the IEPs of the students in next year’s 9th-12th
grades. A focus should be for students with IEPs to be in the
general education classes for content as much as feasible, with
special education being the support to their success in the general
curriculum, versus in any alternative curriculum (except for those with
the most “severe” disabilities who may require an alternate
curriculum). Any focused “Study Skills” classrooms should focus on
supporting the delivery of the core content in the general classes.
This will help address the issue of disproportionality in LRE for the
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district, and will also provide more opportunities for students to be
instructed and supported in the general curriculum, as expected in
today’s accountability system. The other critical way to ensure
access is to schedule the students with IEPs in the master schedule
first, so as to ensure they have the access they need to the core
curriculum. The graduation rate should improve when more students
have more access to the core curriculum from teachers credentialed
in the subject area and supported by special education teachers
instead of taught only by special education teachers. One growing
option statewide, and one which doesn’t necessarily require more
teachers with the expense of more benefits, is to oﬀer an 8-period
day to support Study Skills, ELD, and other electives at the
secondary schools. Therefore, as they look to make systemic change
there, they will need to address planning time, Advisory periods,
master scheduling, and integration opportunities.
19. Professional development at the secondary level should focus on
co-teaching. All the other interventions should be considered as part
of the planning, e.g. AVID modules. Given the experience of one of
your teachers in an AVID program in LA, that program should be
visited to see how this high school could replicate some of the
eﬀective practices in that model.
Co-teaching at the secondary level should be implemented with
appropriate professional development and planing time to plan
for and implement it.
20. Similarly, the middle schools should be considering the same
changes. Planning time is necessary for eﬀective implementation
and should be built in.
The two middle schools report attempting to plan together to get to
more consistency in oﬀerings, e.g., in curriculum, and availability of
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materials, including core literature books. Adele has created a threeyear course outline for RSP Language Arts (so as to not repeat
content) that could be considered across the sites, and have asked
for a “library” of Performance Tasks that can be shared across both
middle schools, to teach to standard writing prompts, as well as for a
curriculum specifically to support those with dyslexia. A form they
have developed and use is a “Confidential Student Profile Form”
which includes Strengths, Qualifying Disability, information on
reading, writing and math skills, information on health, working in
groups, social-emotional issues, behavior, and all required IEP
accommodations. This form should be considered as a Procedural
Handbook is developed. Planning across both middle schools to
ensure consistency in oﬀerings should be supported.
Related to Staﬃng/ Recruitment and Retention
21. For teachers, the most clear and significant needs can be
addressed by the issues of curriculum adoption and Professional
Development noted above. This will allow for a comprehensive,
cohesive and coherent system where expectations are clear to all.
The use of Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) can support
teachers in such implementation. Teacher and other staﬀ recruitment
and retention were mentioned as problems at every site. Initially,
salaries are one way to recruit and retain staﬀ, and then,
supportive mentoring and coaching, like BTSA for special
education and the use of PLCs, needs to be put into place. For
secondary teachers particularly, addressing their wish for more
planning and collaboration time should be addressed. Especially if
the District wishes to address its disproportionality in Least
Restrictive Environment measures, and if it will support a coteaching model, a plan to develop adequate time for implementation
of a model that is more inclusive and allows for collaborative
planning time, needs to be put in place.
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22. Contracted staﬀ were recognized as an area of concern by district
oﬃce and site staﬀ. Staﬀ reported feeling that contractors are not as
committed or available - or flexible - to be what is needed to really
help at sites. Because of this, every eﬀort to attract and hire “your
own” District employees versus contractors should be
considered, especially for School Psychologists and Speech and
Language Therapists. This will require an analysis of comparative
salaries in the region, and a re-benching of the salary schedule to be
better able to appeal to new staﬀ. Many districts are oﬀering signing
bonuses to get more people on board, and this, too, could be
considered. Petaluma has reported re-benching their school
psychologist salaries last year and therefore were able to hire to the
desired level of staﬃng this year for the first time in a long time. What
it takes to be comparable and attractive is what is needed.
23. Site staﬃng issues should be addressed.
For IAs, several suggestions are:
At the high school, provide more program IA support to support
Inclusion of groups of students.
At every level, ensure IAs are trained to the specifics of their
assignments, e.g., appropriate evidence-based behavioral
interventions for students with autism or ED.
Ensure that IAs are supported, which involves appropriate training,
consultation time with their assigned teachers, but also
communication (could be monthly meetings) and appreciation (could
be a reward system).
Ensure that one administrative person in Special Education is in
charge of all the IAs, for the sake of consistency, management,
support, and for evaluations. That person will need the support and
collaboration with Human resources to manage assignments.
24. The growing number of 1:1 IAs, mostly due to needs for behavior
management and due to qualifications as Emotionally Disturbed,
suggests the need to look at more consistent and available supports
in a tiered system.
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PBIS or BEST are options, but what is needed is a consistent
behavioral support implementation plan, at all tiers. How the
elementary counselors are used should be examined to address
these needs earlier and as part of that process.
25. How all staﬀ are assigned needs to be reviewed as the system
evolves. The district has hired Interventionists/ EL managers and
elementary counselors, for one example, and while those were not in
the scope of this study, their roles should be considered as the
district attempts to standardize the delivery of both instruction and
interventions, including for English Learners, and with a District-wide
look. Determination should be made on how best to focus the time
and energy across the various school sites, in recognition that they
are not all the same and have diﬀerent needs.
Currently, teachers are hired based on numbers of students, as is
typical. Instructional Assistants are typically provided as per the
SELPA Local Plan with a requirement for averages across special
education teachers. The high school reported that to not be the case
at their site, but they also reported that their caseloads are capped at
23. As the high school looks at co-teaching, revamping the Advisory,
and use of the master schedule, it should also review teacher and IA
assignments and caseloads. One-on-one assistants are per IEP
determination (and are managed by eﬀective program delivery). And
Administration is required to support the whole system.
26. Similarly, the Special Education Department should look at
how to use its personnel and what roles are needed. Some needs
are district-wide (overall management, IEP/compliance
documentation, parent engagement, communications, procedures,
systemic behavioral supports, intervention curricula and materials
and supports including assistive technology, alternative curricula for
students with severe disabilities, reporting requirements, etc.) and
some are more site-specific. Given the need for Diﬀerentiated
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Assistance due to the recent results for Students with Disabilities, a
concerted eﬀort to address the needs and get this house in order
needs to be appropriately supported. The roles of the four people at
the District-level need to be examined to ensure the most eﬀective
use of their time as well as to determine what else is needed. For
example, the need for a Procedural Handbook is clearly evident, but
that should be done by an expert Contractor. The two current
administrators have their hands full trying to manage a system which
has been in disarray, and are both needed to get all of the things in
place to manage special education in the District overall. The roles of
the (current) two Program Managers (or Program Specialists) should
be focused in three major areas: Behavior Supports, whether for
children with Autism, emotional disturbance, or other socio-emotional
needs, and to support a district-wide implementation of a positive
behavioral support system; Curriculum Delivery, to support
eﬀective use of practices, instruction, interventions, accommodations
across the grades and types of special education services, as well as
goal-writing, and for addressing the needs in the SH Program, from
preschool to transition, from alternate curriculum, teacher support,
IEP management, parent communication, goal-writing and
monitoring, etc..
27. Also needing to be recognized is the issue with so many
contracted employees vs. the District’s own staﬀ. Critical team
members for eﬀective special education delivery include your support
personnel like speech and language specialists and school
psychologists, as well as behaviorists and Instructional Assistants.
And site personnel reported the lack of commitment of contractors.
One of the reasons provided for this diﬃculty was the beginning
salary oﬀered for new hires. The community is not a college center
and therefore has to recruit personnel to drive in, and must have
adequate bargaining power to recruit staﬀ. This was not just
reported during visitations but was anecdotally reported in another
district at the same time. SLPs and School psychologists do
compare salaries, benefits, and working conditions before signing on.
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Therefore, if the District wishes to benefit from hiring their own
instead of contracting, they must adjust their salary schedule for at
least those two positions in order to appeal to new hires.
Resources to consider in the work:
28. Visitations to sites outside Sonoma County can be a helpful
plan for a District looking to make changes. Learning from other sites
that have had - and addressed - similar challenges is a great
opportunity to listen and determine information that can be useful for
one’s own district in its eﬀort to grow.
Sanger USD has been known for years now to address all learners
systematically, and with a Professional Learning Community (PLC) to
continue the work, as well as thoughtfully-adopted curriculum and
progress monitoring. They have a similar population mix, with many
ELs and students living in poverty. Other sites to consider visiting
are: Kings Canyon USD in the Central Valley (Jose Guzman, Director);
Fowler and Firebaugh, using Math in Common, part of California
Education Partners, and supported by the Silver Giving Foundation;
and Roseville City School District in Placer County.
29. Given that the district has a district-wide foundation as well as
site foundation supports, the diﬀerences in opportunities should be
addressed. Given that another issue mentioned was about
inequities across the community, the district should consider
providing professional development on Spanish language and
culture and ensuring that interpreters are available for parents.
30. Kristin Books and Kevin Schaeﬀer are Executive Directors (South
and North) for Supporting Inclusive Practices across the state. The
district may consider partnering with SIP. They are helping identify and
grow best practices that foster success for students with disabilities in
the LRE. For example, Kristin has been working with Sanger to
capture their successes. SIP notes:
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Sanger is one of the exemplar LEAs (of 8 in the Supporting Inclusive
Practices (SIP) project this year, with more to add for 2019-2020).
Each exemplar is supposed to bring something unique to the table.
For example, Sanger is doing great work related to Universal Design
for Learning (UDL), Response to Instruction and Intervention, and
Professional Learning Communities (PLCs) district-wide. CHIME
Charter in Woodland Hills is a fully inclusive K-8 campus with 20-30%
students with disabilities (many low incidence disabilities) and equal
percentages of students identified as gifted and talented learning
together in rooms with UDL, flexible seating, and daily PLCs. Other
districts who were noted to be “improvement LEAs” are seeking to
increase achievement and inclusion over the past 3 years and are
now exemplar LEAs for others (e.g., Covina Valley and Arcadia, with
the latter increasing LRE by 20% since participation in SIP). SIP is
about moving the needle in an organic way through processes rooted
in evidence- and research-based practices building systems with
culture, policy, and practice connections. See www.sipinclusion.org
which includes information on many free events and resources
oﬀered on the site.
31. As noted earlier, the State System of Support eﬀorts aim to
further identify and develop technical assistance for COEs, SELPAs,
and LEAs, to be available locally.

32. The District’s own work in this eﬀort so far needs to be
acknowledged:
Establish and build capacity of county collaborative teams to form a
learning network for improving outcomes for Students with
Disabilities.
This initiative will allow districts in Sonoma county who have been
identified as diﬀerentiated assistance for special education to address
the needs of students with disabilities, by building capacity using the
science of improvement to identify specific problems, isolate barriers,
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investigate the barriers and chart a plan for improving outcomes for
SWD by addressing resources and support shortfalls in schools and
districts. This model will allow each district to provide a structure that
allows for continuous improvement at all levels.
Spring 2019
1. Establish district improvement teams: 8-10 members per district
including special ed and general ed, district and site staﬀ
2. Establish timelines for the implementation models and
foundational principles of collaborative network.
Fall 2019- Spring 2022 (three years)
3. Build deep and lasting capacity of districts to address barriers
related to improving outcomes for SWD through quarterly team
meetings, site and district visits and other implementation
actions
Outside partnership support- West Ed, SCOE, Sonoma SELPA
and CCEE
• Build the foundational understanding of the theory of improvement
through special education issue interrogation and inquiry
• Organize and facilitate the learning network for learning and
capacity building.
• Establish improvement models and tools for district use and
investigation that are special education specific.
• Assist district teams in building habits and behavioral needed to
improve systems and solutions to improving outcomes in special
education
• Provide inventory of improvement tools that districts can use to
facilitate across areas
• Provide specific and recognize state level special education
expertise to grow local capacity
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And, see also the District’s Teaching and Learning Work to:
1. Articulate common curriculum
2. Select strongest materials and environment for instruction
3. Define mastery opportunities and evidence
4. Continuously Improve
See Appendix C for other resources.
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APPENDIX A:
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SONOMA COUNTY
SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL PLAN AREA
SPECIAL EDUCATION REVENUE DISTRIBUTION
FOR
STUDENTS WITH SEVERE DISABILITIES
Effective with the 2014-15 Fiscal Year
Approved by Superintendents’ Council on February 3, 2014

Local Educational Agencies (LEAs) will receive the Severe Funding Rate, adjusted by the special
education COLA, for students with a Severe Disability reported in the CASEMIS Disability 1 Field,
regardless of their placement. The pupil count used for the distribution of the Severe Revenue will be
based on the current year average of the December 1st and April 1st, Pupil Count of students with a
primary Severe Disability.
The Severe Disability Codes, as defined in EC 56030.5, are as follows:
¾
¾
¾
¾
¾
¾
¾

#300 – Deaf-Blindness
#320 – Autism
#250 – Blindness
#230 – Deafness
#270 – Severe Orthopedic Impairment
#260 – Emotional Disturbance
#210 – Intellectual Disability
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SONOMA COUNTY
SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL PLAN AREA
FEE FOR SERVICE HISTORICAL DATA
FOR
SONOMA VALLEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
The Sonoma County Office of Education (SCOE) charges a fee to provide services to students with special
needs attending their Severe Programs from Local Educational Agencies (LEAs).
Description of the Fee for Service for each Fiscal Year, as follows:
¾ 2012-13 Fiscal Year:
x SCOE Severe Program charged a separate fee amount for each Program, with an additional fee for
Preschoolers with Autism services.
 6 – 22 Program
$29,000
 Preschool Program
$21,700
 Preschool Autism Services
$21,700
¾ 2013-14 Fiscal Year:
x SCOE begin charging the same fee for both Preschool & 6 – 22 Programs and eliminated the
additional charge for Preschool Autism services.
x Fee for Service was $31,000.
¾ 2014-15 Fiscal Year:
x SCOE continues to charge the same fee for both Preschool & 6 – 22 Programs
x Fee for Service was $34,000
x Sonoma Valley USD transferred three (3) Severe Classes from SCOE, the Severe Classes were as
follows:
 Preschool Program – estimated number of students between 8 – 10
 Grade K – 2nd – with an estimated number of students between 8 – 10
 Grade 3rd – 5th – with an estimated number of students between 8 – 10
¾ 2015-16 Fiscal Year:
x SCOE continues to charge the same fee for both Preschool & 6 – 22 Programs
x Fee for Service was $39,000
x Sonoma Valley USD transferred four (4) Severe Classes from SCOE, the Severe Classes were as
follows:
 Grade 6 – 8th – one class with an estimated number of students between 8 – 10
 Grade 9th – 12th – three classes with an estimated number of students between 16 – 20
¾ 2016-17 Fiscal Year:
x SCOE continues to charge the same fee for both Preschool & 6 – 22 Programs
x Fee for Service was $41,025
¾ 2017-18 Fiscal Year:
x SCOE continues to charge the same fee for both Preschool & 6 – 22 Programs
x Fee for Service was $42,000
¾ 2018-19 Fiscal Year:
x SCOE continues to charge the same fee for both Preschool & 6 – 22 Programs
x Fee for Service was $42,750
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SONOMA COUNTY
SPECIAL EDUCATION LOCAL PLAN AREA
SPECIAL EDUCATION FUNDING ALLOCATION PLAN
&
SPECIFIC FUNDING FOR SONOMA VALLEY UNIFIED SCHOOL DISTRICT
Sonoma County SELPA Funding Allocation Plan:
¾ There are several programs funded within the SELPA-wide Programs, as follows:
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x
x

SCOE DHH/VI Itinerant Program
Santa Rosa City Schools DHH Program
SELPA Office Operational Budget
Personnel Development Dollars
Adaptive Technology Center (ATC)
Independent Advocate Program
LCI Students Attending SCOE Preschool & 6 – 22 Programs
NPS/LCI .50 FTE Clerical Position
Transportation Cost for LCI Students Attending a SCOE Program
Translation Services Cost Reimbursement for DHH Students
CCS Equipment / Space Cost

¾ Exempt & Isolated School District Allocation
¾ Charter LEA Allocation
¾ Programs for Students with a Severe Disability:
x Regardless of their placement
¾ Programs for Students in a Severe Preschool Program
¾ Remaining Revenue distributed to LEAs by the current year P2 ADA
Educationally Related Mental Health Services Allocation:
¾ ERMHS funds are distributed in the following manner:
x
x
x

Board & Care Pool Dollars for students in residential treatment facilities
Counseling Services for SCOE EBD Program
Remaining dollars on the average of the December 1st & April 1st Pupil Counts of students with
ERMHS on their IEPs.

SCOE Fee for Service:
¾ All Revenue and Fee for Services for students attending a SCOE Severe Program will be based on the
following averages:
x
x

Preschool Program – current year October 1st, February 1st, April 1st & June 1st
6 – 22 Program – current year December 1st & April 1st
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Appendix B
During this analysis, and because of the state work being done by the
California Collaborative on Educational Excellence about curriculum
supports, Karla Estrada, Director at CCEE, was contacted for her
recommendations for a district like SVUSD, given needs for ELLs and
Students with Disabilities. She provided this information (6
paragraphs below) for you to consider:
“There are many options regarding curriculum. Here is a great site that helps provide
guidance on specific curriculum and guidance for when selecting a curriculum. https://
www.calcurriculum.org/reports/ela.html
I am actually speaking with them on the EL, SWD, and EL-SWD context because the
field needs it.
Amplify is probably one of the stronger ones. However, in guiding folks, I always
clarify that not one curriculum is going to do the job. There must be a
foundational(Using UDL), intervention, and enrichment approach taken with curriculum.
For students with disabilities for example, Orton Gillingham is one of the strongest
interventions I have seen for students with disabilities. Here is some info on them.
https://www.understood.org/en/school-learning/partnering-with-childs-school/
instructional-strategies/orton-gillingham-what-you-need-to-know?
utm_source=bing&utm_medium=cpc&utm_campaign=*EN%20%20Other&utm_term=orton%20gillingham%20reading%20program&utm_content=Ort
on-Gillingham&msclkid=87127f14855314bc11b32310f712fab0
For ELs same as SWD there must be access to core (integrated ELD using UDL) and
English development focused time (designated ELD). Sanger has and some great
resources for thinking about it.
Again, not any easy process in making these decisions but hope these resources help.
Regarding DA, COEs have been helping LEAs with DA including special education.
Some have involved their SELPAs. The plan is to increase these examples of where it
has occurred consistently across the state.”
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APPENDIX C
Other resources:
Rookie Smarts: Why Learning Beats Knowing in the New Game of
Work. HarperCollins. 2014. ISBN 978-0-06232-263-0 by Liz
Wiseman
• Council for Exceptional Children has multiple publications available
on eﬀective instruction, inclusion, etc., e.g., “High Leverage
Practices in Special Education” and “High Leverage Practices for
Inclusive Classrooms” see www.cec.sped.org
• “From a Nation at Risk to a Nation at Hope”, downloadable at
www.NationAtHope.org
• CDE’s new guide on Social Emotional Learning Resources at http://
bit.ly/2F8cvXk
• CDE’s guide on Bilingual Special Education and other resources at
CDE:
English Learners FAQ - Resources (CA Dept of Education)
•
https://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/el/er/elfaqs.asp
•

What are the ELD standards? .... Are the Bilingual Cross-cultural Language and
Academic Development (BCLAD), Cross-cultural ... Does a student's
Individualized Education Program (IEP) or 504 Plan take precedence over
provisions for ELs ...

Common Core Resources for Special Education California ...
https://www.cde.ca.gov/sp/se/cc/
1. Cached
Resources and guidelines on the Common Core State Standards (CCSS) for
the Special Education Community.
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